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PREFACE

An integral part of the timely ard effective use of air-
power is a complex maintenance orranization and the people
who work within it. With this in mind, by understanding, the
Job attitudes of aircraft raintenance nersonnel it would be
possible to increase Job output ard airpower capabilities.
The purpose of this report is to compare and contrast atti-
tudes of USAF Tactical Air Forces (TAF) aircraft maintenance
personnel, other major command maintenance personnel, and
other Air Porce personnel. Further, aircraft maintenance
officers. enlisted personnel in the 431XX career field. and
civilian personnel in aircraft maintenance are contrasted
with personnel in other catepories throughout the Air Force.
Comparinr the attitudes of these various subgroups provides
a vehicle for supervisors. leaders, and functional managers - -

to understand their personnel and improve their duty per-
formance.

Appreciation is given to the personnel in the Leadership
and Management Develop.ent Center (LY,7DC) for the help in
understanding the Organizational Assessment Package (the
basis of this study). Also, it should be noted that the
format style of this paper is directed by LTYDC and is based
on the recommended style of the American Psychological
Association.

Lastly. I would li'<e to add a special word of apprecia-
tion to my wife. ,.ary, without wLose hel this paper could
rot have been completed.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A

Part of our College mission is distribution of the A
students' problem solving products to I)oD< / > sponsors and other interested agencies to

enhance insight into contemporary, defense
: //- < related issues. While the College has accepted this

product as meeting academic requirements for
graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
implied are solely those of the author and should
not be construed as carrying official sanction.

,.-"insights into tomorrow"

REPORT NUMBER 86-2000

AUTHOR(S) NAJOR MICHAEL R. PETERSON, USAF

TITLE JOB ATTITUDES OF USAF AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL

I. Purpose: To investirace and compare the job attitudes of
USAF Tactcal Air Force (TAF) aircraft maintenance personnel.
other MAJCOM maintenance personnel, and personnel from all other
Air Force career fields.

II. Background: There is a growing awareness in the Air Force
that aircraft maintenance is a key ingredient to combat readi-
ness. Because of this it is important that commanders, super-
visors and functional managers understand the job attitudes of
personnel within the aircraft maintenance career field. By
understanding these attitudes it may be possible to increase
productivity and job satisfaction with little or no increase in
cost.

III. Discussion: The primary objective of this project was to
identify significant attitudinal differences between officer, en-
listed, and civilian personnel in TAF aircraft maintenance, other
MAJCOY. aircraft maintenance, and all other career fields. The -,.
vehicle to achieve this goal was the USAF Organizational Assessment
Package (OAP) which was developed by the Leadership and Management
Development Center (LMDC) at Yaxwell AFE, Alabama. The OAP sur-
vey consists of 16 demographic itens and 93 attitudinal items
which are grouped to form 21 attitudinal factors. The comparison
of these factors between groups identifies relative levels of job
satisfaction/dissatisfaction.

viii
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IV. Procedures and Results: In order to attain the obiec-
tive of this project several steps were taken:

(a) A review of past OAP results and organizational
behavior literature was conducted to determine what previous
researchers have learned.

(b) Separate comparisons of demographic and attitudi-
nal results of 12,624 officer, 70,547 enlisted, and 24,694
civilian personnel in the TAF, other MAJCOrs and other career
fields were conducted. The ANOVA procedure was used to iden-
tify overall differences at the 95 percent confidence level.
The Newman-Keuls procedure was then used to determine specific
statistical differences between groups.

(c) By analyzing results from the present study and

those from the literature review, it was possible to identify
potential reasons for attitudinal differences.

V. Conclusions: Within the officer and civilian personnel
c- -gries, tere are few significant differences in .!ot. atti-
tudes among the three categories (i.e., TAF maintenance, other
maintenance, and other career fields). However, TAF enlisted
maintenance personnel have generally more positive Job atti-
tudes than other YAJCO." maintenance personnel in the areas of
the work itself and job enrichment. Further, these positive
attitudes may be a function of the TAP maintenance organization
as restructured under the Production Oriented :aintenance
Organization (POMO). also referred to as Combat Oriented !,air-
tenance Organization (CO-O).

VI. Recommendations: The Air vorcp should inveotiratc neans
t'c Ircorporate FO"fl/CCf type of 1tructures 1n oranlzatior!,.'here the, would benefit job satistctior without impairinc

mlssicn performance. This investigation should not only Ir-
clude other maintenance organizations, but other support func-
tions as well.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

If the mission of the Air Force is to fly, firht, and

win there can be no mistake as to the importance of main-

tenance personnel to the mission. To have highly trained,

properly equipped, and professionally motivated maintenance

personnel is no less important to putting a bomb on a target

than having these same cualities present in the pilot of the

aircraft. Although the pilot is the final link to accom-

plishing the mission, there is a r rowirg awareness that com-

bat readiness depends to a large extent on the efficient

operation and technical capability of the maintenance organ- '.

izaticn and the people within that organization (Beilstein,

Chenroff. Shipton, & Joyce, 1984).

Because maintenance personnel are crucial to mission

success, it is important that commanders, supervisors, and

functional managers understand the job attitudes of personnel

within the aircraft maintenance career field. Job attitudes

have a ralor effect upon how Individual workers or groups of

wcrkers perform their responsibilities. According to Steers

(1981), attitudes can be found ever .where on the job, the,'

influence individual behavior, and poor attitudes can mani-

lest themselves in poor job performance, turnover, and higher



costs. Once the attitudes of workers are quantified and

understood, it becomes possible for supervisors to use their

knowledge of workers' attitudes to affect behavior and im-

prove job performance.

The purpose of this paper is to study the job attitudes

of personnel in the USAF aircraft maintenance career area. 
F7>

The present research is limited to a study of the attitudes

of aircraft maintenance officers, enlisted personnel in the

43XXX career field, and civilian personnel in 40XX/43XXX

career area. In order to better understand job attitudes of

maintenance personnel, their attitudes are contrasted with

other Air Force personnel of the same status (officer, en-

"" listed, and civilian) but in other career areas. Further-

-. more, because of the unique nature of combat-oriented main-

tenance within the Tactical Air Forces (TAF), the attitudes

of TAF personnel are contrasted with the attitudes of other

aircraft maintenance personnel. It is hoped the present

study will provide a useful tool to help supervisors and

leaders gain a deeper understanding of job attitudes within

the maintenance career field.

The primary tool used for this analysis is the Leader-

' ship and Management Development Center's (LMDC) Organizational

Assessment Package (OAP) Survey. In May 1977, the Leadership

and Management Development Center and the Air Force Human

* Resources Laboratory (AFHRL) combined their skills and talents

to develop a survey which could be used to help provide con-

2
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sultant services to Air Force commanders and supervisors

(Short, 1985). This survey has been administered over :.

200,000 times to Air Force personnel and provides an excel-

lent source of data to analyze attitudes of many subpopula-

tions within the Air Force. The OAP Survey consists of 109

items. Attitudinal items are grouped to form 21 attitudinal

factors. In addition to these attitudinal items the survey

asks a series of background questions about the individual

to compile demographic information. The combination of respon-

ses to the attitudinal and demographic items allows the man-

ager/supervisor to diagnose work group problems or differences

from other groups, and to suggest appropriate corrective

actions.

Using OAP data collected by LMDC, this report pursues

three main objectives:

1. To review background material, including organiza-

tional behavior literature, and determine what previous re-

searchers have learned about work attitudes of aircraft

maintenance personnel and other Air Force personnel;

2. To compare demographic and attitudinal results on

the OAP for officers, enlisted personnel, and civilians within

the aircraft maintenance career field in the TAP, and other

YAJCOXs, to demographics and attitudes within other career

fields; and

3. To analyze attitudiral differences (strengths and

weaknesses) to develop recommendations for aircraft main-

.' . ':. " ..' - ". "- " ° " .' ' " " ' ' " ." " ' ', " "f . . . . . . . -- . - m m ~ m m m m m. ., m .h



tenance career field supervisors, leaders, and functional

managers.

In order to achieve the objectives of the report, a

step-by-step problem solving technique is used. The next

chapter provides a review of information pertinent to the

OAF and organizational behavior. Chapter Three discusses in

detail the methodology of study. The OAF survey is reviewed,

the data collection process is discussed and the limits of

analysis are presented. Chapter Four presents the results,

including demographic and attitudinal comparisons for TAF %

maintenance personnel, other maintenance personnel and per-

sonnel in other career fields. Chapter Five is a discussion

and analysis of the results. Lastly, Chapter Six contains

conclusions and recomm-ndations.

... . .-' . . " . . . . -



, ..r J. . ] '., _ 7" " _ - -. _ -j- - - - [ rs -J- -- WX ZK X .U

Chapter Two

LITERATURE REVIEW

To do a complete review of the subjects or topics dealt

with in this paper would be rather like trying to take a

drink of water out of a fire hydrant when the pressure is

fully or--a task beyond the scope of this paper. The intent

of this chapter, then, is to encapsulate several of the im-

portant organizational behavior concepts which permeate work,

motivation, and job satisfaction. "lore specifically this

paper reviews the following subject areas: (a) work itself,

(b) motivation in an organization and the general motivation

process, (c) several theories of motivation and job satisfac-

tion, and (d) the motivation potential score as developed by

Hackman and Oldham (1980). Although the scope of this chap-

ter may seem quite broad, this approach is essential to ensure

the reader has the proper background on this subject.

According to a Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare Report in 1973, work is an activity that produces some-

thing of value for other people. This definition, although

very general, provides a concept upon which to build. Clearly,

work serves several functions--economic, social, status,

identity, self-esteem, and self-actualization (Steers, 1981).

As might be expected, work is extremely important to individ-

-~]
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uals (adding meaning to their day-to-day activities), while

it is equally important to organizations or states as a

basis for creating wealth. Work takes up a great deal of
our time and energy and must be meaningful if we want to

obtain value from it. It is the responsibility of managers

and organizations to properly motivate the workers so they

are productive and obtain the proper amount of job satisfac-

tion.

Most managers today believe that if a worker is well

motivated and satisfied the organization will benefit (Gray

& Starke, 1984). Although often treated simply, motiva-

tion is a very complex subject and deserves some attention.

According to Williams (1978), motivation is a process in

which enthusiasm and P' rsistence are aroused to satisfy a

need. All of us have a great many needs in life which must

be satisfied to sustain ourselves and we are motivated at

various levels to achieve these needs. In the case of work,

the functions of work (previously mentioned) become the needs

of the individual workers. When these needs are not met, the
'-.[

worker is motivated to meet them. A logical way to look at

this process is in four steps: (a) anticipation of a need

or desire; (b) behavior or action; (c) receipt of reward or

goal; and (d) feedback followed by reassessment of the results

(Steers, 1981). This simple definition and model do not take

into consideration all irfluences on motivation, but lay a

foundation to urderstand this complicated subject. .

6
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Research Into motivation and job satisfaction in the

last 50 years has surfaced many new and important concepts,

but has also brought about the development of many conflict-

ing and confusing theories. This chapter is limited to a

discussion of two of the more widely known theories: Maslow's

Hierarchy of Needs and Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory. Once

again, although these theories do not represent all the

various schools of thought, they are perhaps the best known -

and are frequently used by managers to explain worker moti-

vation and job satisfaction.

Let us begin with Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs. Abraham

Faslow argues that human needs are arranged hierarchically,

and that lower or more basic needs must be satisfied before

upper level needs can be fulfilled (Gray & Starke, 1984).

He further defines the lower level needs of physiological

satisfaction, safety, and belongingness as deficiency needs--

needs which must be satisfied if a person is to feel healthy

and secure. The upper level needs of esteem and self-actual-

ization he considers "growth needs" (Steers, 1981), and these

needs relate to the development and achievement of a person's

potential. Central to this hierarchy is the assumption that

an unsatisfied need becomes a motivator; once a need is sat-

isfied it becomes less a motivator of behavior and the next

level need becomes the primary motivator. This theory was

very popular with managers because of its simplicity and the

fact that it implied easy solutions to increasing job satis-

7d. 7 .
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*. faction and productivity in the workplace (Steers, 1981).

Frederick Herzberg, in his Two-Factor Theory, thought V.

of job satisfaction not as a one-dimensional concept, but as

two dimensional. He no longer looked at people as being

simply satisfied or not, but he perceived satisfaction and

dissatisfaction to be two separate (though related) factors

(Gray & Starke, 19 84 ). He saw job factors such as pay,

Job security, and working conditions as only having the cap-

ability to dissatisfy a worker. He called these Hygiene

Factors; they were considered extrinsic to a job. The fac-

tors which satisfied workers were found intrinsic to each

job, in the content of the job, and were called 'lotivation

Factors. Some examples of these are responsibility, recogni-

tion, the work itself and achievement (Williams, 1978).

Herzberg felt that the lack of motivation factors would not

dissatisfy a worker, but the absence of hygiene factors would.

On the other hand, the presence of hy;iene factors does rot

satisfy a worker, only maintains him/her, and motivational

factors must be present to provide true satisfaction.

Using these two theories as a basis, managers began to

attempt to change the degree of job satisfaction by changing

the extrinsic or intrinsic factors of the job. Since there

is only so much which can be done with extrinsic factors such

as pay, working conditions, and security, managers began to

embark on changes which would affect intrinsic factors. These

programs such as job enlargement, job rotation, or job puri-

'i .-7
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fication were grouped together under the heading of job en-

richment programs; some were successful, while others were

not (Boren, 1980). Researchers took a second look at the

"Two-Factor Theory" and brought forth theories stating sim-

ple job enrichment is not enough; people must want their job

enriched. A person who is satisfied by the current level of
-x

challenge, achievement, and meaningfulness will not be moti-

vated by job enrichment attempts (Boren, 1980). .

According to Gray and Starke (1984), a person who has a

great deal of current job satisfaction is likely to continue

employment, which in turn continues his rewards and some level

of job satisfaction. A manager must understand need and moti-

vation in an attempt to increase job satisfaction.

Concerned with the failure of many job enrichment efforts,

Hackman and Oldham (1980) built on the motivation theories

and identified three psychological states which affected in-

ternal work motivation: (a) a worker must experience work as

being meaningful; (b) a worker must experience responsibility

for the outcome of the work; and (c) a worker must have know-

ledge of the results of the work. From these critical psycho-

logical states, they further defined Job characteristics whiclh

helped to foster them.

1. Skill Variety - the degree to which a Job requires a

variety of different activities involving the worker's skillF-

and talents.

2. Task Identity - the degree to which the job requires

f.- t - . ..r- - .. 1- . *... . ,- -. * -- . ,- .'... -. ,. . . . . . - . -.- o .. -- ...-.-.-.'.,.---..-.-.- - -. -, ' . - .. , -i



completion of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work--from

beginning to end with a visible outcome.

3. Task Significance - the degree to which the job has

a substantial impact on the lives of others, whether inside

or outside the organization.

J

4. Autonomy - the degree to which the job provides

substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the

worker in completing the work.

5a Feedback - the degree to which the worker gets clear

and direct information on the effectiveness of his perfor-

mance. The diagram below depicts their relationships and

names:

JOB PSYCHOLOGICAL
CIIAACTERICTICr STATES OUTCOME

Skill Variety [.earingfulness

Task Identity of

Task rignificance Work

Responsibility High Internal

Autonomy ------------------------ for Work Motivation -

Outcome

Knowledge of
Feedback from Job "-"-'-

Results of Work

Fiure 1. Relationship to motivation

10 4
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Skill Variety + Task Identity + Task Significance
MPS= 3 x Autonomy x Feedback

Figure 2. Motivating Potential Score

Hackman and Oldham (1980) proposed that the character-

istics be combined into a single model to identify jobs that

will promote high internal motivation and satisfaction. The

model is called the Motivating Potential Score (MPS). Hackmian

and Oldham used a diagnostic instrument that gives a score

of 1 to 7 for each job characteristic, giving the overall

:FS score (Hackman and Oldham, 1980).

It should be remembered that the ',.PS is not a means to

motivate workers to work harder and achieve greater Job satis-

faction. What it does is measure each job to identify those°.

which are high in intrinsic motivation and have the potential

to motivate the worker. The YPS must be coupled to the in-

dividual's "growth need" to determine if actual increased moti-

vation and job satisfaction will be achieved. If a worker

is satisfied at the current level an increase in the r:PS will

not necessarily correlate with increased job satisfaction--

there is no need.
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This discussion of work, motivation, and job satisfaction

has only scratched the surface. Certain motivation theories,

such as 'aslow and Herzberg are general and their abilities to

be successful in the work environment vary a great deal based

on the needs of the individual. Hackman and Oldham, in devel-

oping the Motivating Potential Score (rKPS), looked at the in-

trinsic factors in work and developed the capability to reasure

its motivational potential. Their model however is limited by

the "growth need" of workers and gives no easy solution to a

manager's ouest to increase rotivation and job satisfaction.

The MPS also looks only at jcb content factors; other factors

such as pay, promotions, supervisory style, and organizational

climate also affect Job satisfaction (Steers, 1981). In order

to achieve increased job satisfaction then, managers must un-

derstand their subordinates and use motivational theories as

tools. The key to success becomes the selection and implemen-

tation of the right tool (Gray & Starke, 1984).

The Organizational Assessment Package (OAF) was developed

based on many of the basic concepts discussed in this review

(Short, 1985). The OAP survey contains attitudinal and demo-

graphic information concerning work group input (including work

itself and job enrichment), the work process, and work output.

The OAP measures satisfactior/dissatisfaction on the job and

provides a vehicle for actions to increase job satisfaction.

Chapter Three is a discussion of the Organizational Assess-

ment Package and the method of analysis used In this report.

12



Chapter Three

METHOD

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the method-

ology used in this research. The discussion centers on the

instrument used, how the data were collected, the people

being looked at, and how the analysis was conducted. "Instru-

mentation" looks at the Organizational Assessment Package (OAP)

and its major characteristics. The second section, "Data

Collection," explatns the procedures used to collect the data

which are discussed later in the report. The section, "Sub-

jects," provides a brief description of the personnel groups

which are being evaluated in this report. Lastly, "Procedures"

discusses how the analysis was conducted.

Instrumentation

As reported by Short (1985), the OAP is a 109-item sur-

vey designed for use by the Air Force Leadership and Manage-

ment Development Center (LYDC), Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The

design of the OAP supports the LrDC mission, which includes

(a) to conduct research on Air Porce systemic issues using

information on the OAP data base; (b) to provide leadership

and management training; (c) to provide managenert consultant

services to commanders, managers, supervisors, and functional

13:
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staff agencies; and (d) to provide an Air Force-wide manage-

ment information system for decision making (OAF: Factors and

Variables, Appendix C).

The OAP has gone through three versions with the current

instrument consisting of 16 demographic items and 93 attitu-

." dinal items, broken into seven modules. The modules are (a)

background information; (b) job inventory; (c) job desires;

(d) supervision; (e) work group effectiveness; (f) organiza-

tional climate; and (g) job satisfaction (Short, 1985). Re-

"- spondents answer by providing a number from 1 to 7 indicating

, how strongly they agree with the item. A 1 generally indi-

cates strong disagreement or dissatisfaction and a 7 generally

indicates strong agreement or satisfaction (Short. 1985). The

number value of these answers provides researchers the capabil-

-* ity to compare various groups.

Data Collection

All data for the present study came from survey adminis-

trations conducted by LMDC as a part of their management con-

. sultation program. Data collection using the OAP has not been

done on a random sample basis, but rather as a series of oppor-

tunity samples. As part of the L1'.DC mission, the organization

receives requests from commanders to visit their units and

study the organizational climate. The OAP opportunity samples

are a result of these invitational requests. Upon their

arrival in the unit, the LMDC team administers the OAP to

1 4
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tration may take up to five workdays. Individual responses

are anonymous and analysis results are confidential between ?
.. ,

the commander and L1,DC team. Although these initial OAF

responses are the ones dealt with in this paper, LMDC returns K

to the unit to readminister the OAF following several months

to assess the effects of training and counseling efforts by

the staff. The second administration is used as an evalua- I

tion tool by both the unit and Lr1DC (Vermilya, 1985). -"

The data from the OAF are maintained in a data base con-

taining over 200,000 records and located at Maxwell AFB,

Alabama. Data are arranged into two primary files. a history

file containing data prior to 30 September 1981, and an active

file of data gati-ered after 1 Octoter 1981. Data analyzed

1r the ,:reser.t repo;rt arc f£rcr the active file up through

. .-e:, -er >& lrcuiries !ray be made aEainst the data

tase 'r a r.'.tF--r derczranhic sorts or comparisons.

,ubjects

.. s -., .'ere active duty Air Force

. personnel (70,547), and general

.'- .. ( ,e94). The total number of

". act saple sizes varied slightly

- "" r.thc- during the analysis due to some

re'cr:e- b -~ - 1 2a.-le size variations, however,

were er t h.r. 1. Tatle 1 further defines the subjects

M-.
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Table 1

Respondents by Personnel Category

TAF OTHER OTITER
MAINTEAITCE i4AINTENANCE AIR FORCE

Officers 270 212 12,142

Enlisted 3,583 2,712 64,252

Civilian 32 403 24,259

broken down into the three groups to be analyzed: (a) Tacti-

cal Air Force (TAF) aircraft maintenance personnel; (b) other

command aircraft maintenance personnel; and (c) all other Air

Force personnel in the same cateCories. but different Air

Force SFpecialty Codes,(ACs). (MOTE: The TAF is defined as

personnel in Tactical Air Command (TAC), Pacific Air Force

(PACAF), and United States Air Forces Europe (USAFE)).

Further, when considering military personnel, 15.2' were

officers and 84.8% were enlisted personnel. These figures

compare favorably with 30 December 1984 data for the total

Air Force reflecting 17.9% officers and 82.1% enlisted force

(Correll, 1985). In addition. male and female percentages of

the data base and the Air Force population are nearly identi-

cal (male, F8.7% vs 88.1%, and female, 11.2% vs 11.9%). rlost

other demographic percentages also compare favorably with

Air Force-wide derographics.

16
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Procedures

The procedure used to analyze OAP demographic and atti-

tudinal results for maintenance personnel was a comparison

by categories (officer, enlisted, and civilian) with results

for corresponding Air Force-wide personnel. Maintenance per-

sonnel were further broken down by TAP aircraft maintenance

personnel and other aircraft maintenance personnel. The

statistical procedure used to analyze attitudinal data was

ANOVA, which identified any statistically significant differ-

ences for each OAP factor between subject groups (TAF, other

MAJCO4. Air Force) within personnel categories (officer,

enlisted, civilian) at the 95% confidence level. The Newman-

Keuls MIultiple Comparison Test was then used to specifically

identify the differing group(s) at the 95% (alpha less than

.05) confidence level. Comparisons were made for 21 OAF fac-

tors in four groups for a systems model (OAF - Factors and.

Variables, Appendix C). These four groups include:

1. Work Itself. Deals with the task properties and

environmental conditions of the job (i.e.. task autonomy,

work repetition, task characteristics, etc.).

2. Job Enrichment. 1,easures the degree to which the

job itself is interesting, meaningful, challenging, and respon-

sible (skill variety, job feedback, task identity).

3. Work Group Process. Assesses the activities and ..

interactions among group members (management/supervision,

organizational communications, etc.). B

17-
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4. Work Group Output. measures task performance, group

development, and effects on group member (pride, advancement/

recognition, Job satisfaction, etc.).

Chapter Four presents the results of these demographic

and attitudinal comparisons.

'-7
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Chapter Four

RESUJLTS

This chapter summarizes the results of the OAF survey

for the groups discussed in Chapter Three. Demographic data

are presented first, followed by information on attitudinal

differences of the groups surveyed. Additional, detailed

descriptive demographic information can be found in Appendix A

and complete ANOVAs of attitudinal results can be found in

Appendix B.

Demographic Information

In comparing TAF aircraft maintenance officers to other

maintenance officers, and to other Air Force officers par-

ticipating in the survey, it was found that demographic data

were comparable with some exceptions. Over 40% of the Air

Force group were 30 years old or younger, while TAF officers

had 33% and other maintenance officers had 32% 30 years old

or younger. Maintenarce officers had a greater amount of

time in service; over 65) of both maintenance officer groups

had over 8 years in tle Air Force. while lets than 55% of the

other officers had a co.parable anrount of time. In the arep

of supervision, over 45 of the overall officer group did not

supervise anyone, whereas non-supervisors comprised only 97

19
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of the TAF maintenance officers and 14% of other maintenance

officers. Both groups of maintenance officers had taken more

professional military education, and were more likely to make

the Air Force a career (TAF, 69%; other MAJCOT:, 62%; other

Air Force, 51%).

Looking at demographics for enlisted personnel, the per-

centage of females is four times greater in the overall Air

Force group than in the maintenance subgroups (12% versus 3%). I..
TAF maintenance enlisted personnel (44%) and other maintenance

enlisted personnel (42%) have fewer individuals with collep;e-

level educations than the Air Force group (55%). Sixty-two

percent of the Air Force enlisted group work a normal day

schedule, whereas only 40% of the TAF and 41% of other main-

tenance personnel work a similar schedule.

Only 3% of the civilians who work in aircraft maintenance

career fields are women while over 40% of the overall Air

Force civilian group are female. Only 63% of the TAP civilian

work force have over 8 years in the Air Force while over 77%

of the civilians in maintenance in the other MAJCOMs and 68%

of overall Air Force civilians have comparable years of ser-

vice. DIost civilians in TAF (81%) and other TAJCOMs (85')

have greater than 36 months in the aircraft maintenance career

field and stay longer at their duty stations. Civilians in

the aircraft maintenance career area are almost three times as

likely as other Air Force civilians to have some PME (TAF,

56%; other M AJCOM, 62%; other civilian, 21%).

20
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Table 2

Factors with Significant Differences for TAF Maintenance,
Other MAJCOM Maintenance and Other Officers

Factor Mean Subset*

Task Characteristics
TAF (262) 5.29 1
Other Command (203) 5.16 1,2
Other Officers (11,738) 5.35 2

Task Autonomy
TAF (261) 4.88 2
Other Command (205) 4.89 2
Other Officers (11,760) 4.54 1

Work Repetition
TAF (267) 4.34 2
Other Command (209) 4.07 1
Other Officers (11,945) 4.32 2

Job Related Training
TAF (185) 4.23 1
Other Command (209) 4.48 1,2
Other Officers (9,512) 4.70 2

Task Identity
TAF (266) 4.83 1
Other Command (209) 4.84 1
Other Officers (11,994) 5.24 2

Job Feedback
TAF (262) 4.91 1
Other Command (209) 4.71 1
Other Officers (12,013) 4.89 1

Advancement/Recognition
TAF (264) 4.82 2
Other Command (201) 4.88 2
Other Officers (11,496) 4.57 1

General Organizational Climate
TAF (250) 5.42 2
Other Command (196) 5.49 2 -
Other Officers (11,268) 5.20 1

* NOTE: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different
at the .05 level.

................. . ............ ,..... .....................**
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Attitudinal Comparisons

Officers

Of the 21 OAF factors analyzed in this survey, main-

tenance officers had responses which were significantly dif-

ferent from those of other Air Force officers in 7 factors.

In four of these factors (Task Characteristics, Job Related

Training, Task Identity, Job Feedback) maintenance officers

had a lower response while in three factors (Task Autonomy,

Advancement/Recognition, General Organizational Climate)

maintenance officers' ratings were higher. In one factor,

*~ Work Repetition, other MAJCOM maintenance officers had a

significantly lower score when compared to both TAF mainten- .-

ance officers and all other Air Force officers. Table 2

shows the factors for which there were significant differ-

ences.

Enlisted

Significant differences were found in 17 of the OAF

factor comparisons for enlisted personnel. Unlike for offi-

- cer personnel, the differences were scattered throughout the

subgroups and cannot be attributed to only one group. TAP

enlisted maintenance personnel were significantly different

from both other groups on three factors--Job Performance Goals,

Task Characteristics, and Organizational Communications

Climate. Other MAJCOM maintenance personnel were signifi-

cantly different from both other groups in Job Feedback and

Work Support. Other enlisted personnel were significantly

22
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Table 3

Factors with Significant Differences for TAF Maintenance,
Other MAJCOM Maintenance and Other Enlisted Personnel

Factor Mean Subset*

J- ° -

Job Performance Goals
TAF (3,473) 4.79 2
Other Command (2,615) 4.74 1
Other Enlisted (61.788) 4.73 1

Task Characteristics
TAF (3,424) 5.10 2
Other Command (2,581) 5.03 1
Other Enlisted (61,087) 5.03 1

Task A-tonomy
TAF (3,426) 3.48 2
Other Command (2,563) 3.41 1
Other Enlisted (61,408) 3.87 3

Work Repetition
TAF (3,537) 5.31 2
Other Command (2,656) 5.27 2

Other Enlisted (63,170) 5.12 1

Desired Repetitive-Easy Tasks
TAF (3,479) 3.35 2
Other Command (2,632) 3.37 2
Other Enlisted (61,982) 3.21 1

SkIll Variety
TAF (3,530) 4.71 2
Other Command (2,668) 4.66 2
Other Enlisted (63,095) 4.59 1

Task Identity
TAF (3,534) 5.09 2
Other Command (2.678) 5.00 1
Other Enlisted (63,122) 5.05 1,2

Task Significance
TAF (3,544) 5.86 3

Other Command (2,675) 5.79 2
Other Enlisted (63,591) 5.69 1

• NOTE: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different
at the .05 level.
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Table 3 (Continued)
------

Factor Mean Subset*

Job Feedback
TAF (3,543) 4.73 2
Other Command (2,675) 4.63 2
Other Enlisted (63,394) 4.77 1

Need for Enrichment
TAF (3,425) 5.40 1
Other Command (2,581) 5.35 1
Other Enlisted (61,622) 5.48 2

Job Notivation Irdex
TAF (3,202) 90.53 2
Other Command (2,370) 85.98 1
Other Enlisted (57,135) 101.61 3

Work Support
TAF (3,457) 4.57 1
Other Command (2,592) 4.62 2
Other Enlisted (61,769) 4.53 1

Supervisory Comm Climate
TAF (3,380) 4.34 1
Other Command (2,521) 4.39 1
Other Enlisted (60,156) 4.53 2

Organizational Comm Climate
TAF (3,269) 4.23 1
Other Command (2,504) 4.33 2
Other Enlisted (58,852) 4.39 2

Advancement/Recognition
TAF (3,403) 4.19 2
Other Command (2,557) 4.13 1
Other Enlisted (60,933) 4.27 3

Job Related Satisfaction
TAF (3,095) 4.77 1
Other Command (2,365) 4.83 2
Other Enlisted (55,461) 4.97 3

General Organizational Climate
TAF (3,293) 4.24 1
Other Command (2,463) 4.27 1
Other Enlisted (58,807) 4.42 2

• NOTE: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different

at the .05 level.

24

• . .- . - o . . .- .- .- .° . • - • • ° , . - . .' .- . . .- .o ° o .- .. ° ° .- • -. " . ° .- ' . -W it-•,

". % " . . . . . . . . . , , . % " " ,, " ,.-. . .j . . % . . % • °, , i, . . .. .. j, _ _ " . . . .



I

different from the two maintenance groups in the factors

(a) Work Repetition, (b) Desired Repetitive-Easy Tasks, (c)

Skill Variety, (d) Need for Enrichment, (e) Supervisory

Communications Climate, and (f) General Organizational

Climate. In five factors (Task Autonomy, Task Significance,

Job Motivation Index. Advancement/Recognition, and Job

Related Satisfaction) all subgroups were found to be signi-

ficantly different from each other. In Task Identity, only

the TAF and other MAJCOM maintenance personnel differed

significantly. Table 3 depicts the results for enlisted per-

sonnel where significant differences occur.

Civilians

In the case of the civilian personrel, there were only

four factors within the survey for which there were signifi-

cant differences between groups at the .05 level. Job Per-

formance Goals and Task Characteristics were found to be

higher for TAF civilian personnel compared to other groups.

Also, the Task Autonomy of all civilian maintenance personnel -

was significantly lower than that for other civilians. Lastly, -

Skill Variety for TAF maintenance personnel was higher than

for both other command maintenance personnel and other civilian

personnel. Table 4 summarizes these results.

Table 5 summarizes the AITOVAs with significant differ-

ences, broken out by personnel category. As can be seen in

Table 5, enlisted personnel have many more factors with signi-

ficant differences than either the officer or civilian per-

2r,
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Table 4

Factors with Significant Differences for TAF Maintenance,
Other MAJCOM Maintenance, and Other Civilian Personnel

Factor Mean Subset*
bV---

Job Performance Goals
TAF (30) 5.27 2
Other Command (386) 4.86 1
Other Civilians (23,077) 4.85 1

Task Characteristics
TAF (30) 5.56 2
Other Command (378) 5.32 1
Other Civilians (22,807) 5.31 1

Task Autonomy
TAF (30) 4.04 1
Other Command (385) 4.07 1
Other Civilians (23,268) 4.59 2

Skill Variety
TAF (30) 5.55 1Other Command (394) 5.13 1

Other Civilians (23,725) 5.08 1

NOTE: Groups not in the same subset are significantly different
at the .05 level.

sonnel surveyed.

Chapter Five presents a discussion of several of the fac-

tors and the implications of these significant differences.
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Table 5

I Summary: Significant AI4OVAs by Personnel Category

Significant Difference?
(x = yes)

Factor Officer Enlisted Civilian

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

The Work Itself

Job Performance Goals x x
Task Characteristics x x x
Task Autonomy x x x
Work Repetition x x
Desired Rep-Easy Task x
Job Related Training x

Job Enrichment

Skill Variety x X
Task Identity x x
Task Significance x
Job Feedback x x
Need for Enrichment x
Job Motivation Index x

Work Group Process

Work Support x
:"anagement/Supervision
Supervisory Comm Climate x
Organizational Comm Climate x

Work rroup Output

Pride
Advancement/Recognition x x
Work Group Effectiveness
Job Related Satisfaction x
oen Organizational Climate x x

8 17
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

As reported in the previous chapter. there are only 2

factors of the 21 in the OAP (Management/Supervision and Work

Group Effectiveness) in which there are no significant dif-

ferences between the various subgroups. Because of this

large number of differences, this discussion concentrates on

a macro-level evaluation of the results. Further, the dis-

cussion looks only at results for the officer and enlisted

groups, not civilians. This exclusion is based upon limited

experience with civilian personnel, the fact there were only

four significantly different factors, and the limited scope

of the paper. However, the results on civilian personnel may

aid others in doing similar studies in more depth.

Officers

Although there are eight factors with significant dif-

ferences within the officer subgroups, only one of the factors.

Work Repetition, reflects a significant attitudinal difference

between TAF .aintenance officers and other command maintenance

officers. Of the seven remaininF factors with significant

differences, at least one of the maintenance officer groups

has an attitudinal difference from the remaining Air Force

~2)
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officer group. In addition, with regard to Work Repetition,

other Air Force officers also indicate a significant dif- -

ference from other MAJC0M maintenance officers. It would

appear then, that there is little difference between the

attitudes of TAF maintenance officers and those of their

counterparts in other commands. The primary attitudinal

differences can be found between Air Force officers as a

whole, and one or both of the maintenance officer subgroups.

In analyzing the factors which are significantly dif-

ferent in an attempt to identify trends or correlations be-

tween factors, only the factors in Work Group Output (Advance-

ment/Recognition and General Organizational Climate) support

a general finding. In the other areas, the factors represent

only individual factor attitudinal differences between the

subgroups. With respect to Work Group Output, although only

two factors had a significant positive difference, all the '.

factors in that grouping were more positive for the subgroups

representing maintenance officers. Maintenance officers felt

they were better recognized and had a better possibility of

advancement/promotion than other officers. They also felt

riore positive about their organizational climate (spirit,

teamwork, pride, and comr.unication). Although these same

differences are not illustrated in the individual factors

measurirg pride, satisfaction, and effectiveness, the scores

themselves for the various factors are quite high. It would

appear then that although maintenance officers are not con-

30
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sistently different from other Air Force officers in the

areas of work itself, job enrichment, and work group process,

they register a much more positive attitude in the end .

result--the work group output.

Enlisted

In contrast to the results for officer personnel, there

were numerous attitudinal differences among the enlisted

personnel groups. There were only four factors for which

comparisons did not reveal a significant difference. Like

the officer results, this review of enlisted personnel cen-

ters on trends within the various subgroups analyzed.

Unlike officer results, there were 10 factors on which

the TAF and other ,AJCO, maintenance personnel had signifi-

cant differences. In 8 of the 10 factors, TAF personnel were

more positive than other MAJCOM maintenance personnel in their

responses. Seven of these eight more positive responses were

in the areas of work itself or Job enrichment. The other

more positive response was in Advancement/Recognition. The

two factors where other ""AJCOM maintenance personnel were

significantly more positive than TAP maintenance personnel

were Organizational Communications Climate and Job Related

Satisfaction.

As can be seen by the positive attitudinal differences, 5-

5 TAF maintenance personnel feel more positive than other

MAJCCN maintenance personnel about their jobs. To have 7 out

31
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of 10 factors more positive in the TAP than in other %AJC0,1

maintenance organizations there must be a fundamental dif-

ference in the approaches to the job. In this particular

case, that difference may be TAF's Production Oriented Nain-

tenance Organization (POIO) (often called Combat Oriented

i7aintenance Organization (COMO)). This organization was

designed to foster smoother working relationships, decen-

tralize both control and authority, and cross-utilize main-

tenance personnel in tasks (Austin, 1979). It is a sySter

designed to get things done faster and make an individual

more responsible for the aircraft. Personnel get a better

sense of pride and accomplishment (Beilstein et al.. 1984).

On the other side, there is a negative difference with regard

to Work Support, Organizational Communications Climate, ard

Job Related Satisfaction when compared to other rAJCOM main-

tenance personnel. This could be a result of the initial

confusion/resistance which occurs when organizations are

changed or reorganized. Having improved the job itself, per-

haps managers can now move to the process and output stages

to increase satisfaction.

In contrasting Air Force enlisted personnel to main-

tenance personnel, there is once again a fairly clear trend

which has developed. In the areas of work itself and Job

enrichment, maintenance personnel generally have more posi-

tive attitudes (five statitically significant differences).

These more positive responses, however, come from TAF main-
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ttriance personnel, and as previously mentioned, nay be

attributable to PO?, O. Non-maintenance Air Force personnel.

on the other hand, have more positive attitudinal responses

to work group process and output. In four of the nine

factors their responses were significantly more positive

than those of m:aintenance enlisted personnel. According

to Peilstein et a!. (1984), the dissatisfaction of main- .

t.nance personnel may center on being overworked. under-

comensated. and inadequately supported. He further state:;

individuals complain of inconsistent authority relationships

and overmanageient--causing people to lose respect for super-

vision and stifle initiative. Although POMO is a step in

the right direction, the work Froup process and output areas

still need to be addressed.

.ased on the results and proceedin, discussion, Chapter

:'!x presents sorre conclusions and recomnendatlons to be con-

s Iered.
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Chapter Six

CONCLUSIONS AND ,',COMT ELDATION,:

Conclusions

Overall, there were 29 factors which had ziFniflc&nt

- fertnces between the subgroups. Because of these r'eult:"

:jri the scope of this research, the previous discussion wan

lr:.Ited to the Identification of overall trends within the

malntcnarce career field and avoided lenrthy discussion or

any one attitudinal factor. This approach necessitates cor-

clusions and reccmmendations which are general in nature.

in general, maintenance officers, including toth tle.'-

TA - and other MA.TCO''s were more positive in their respcnses"

to tle survey. "'orp specifically, they were more rositive

n 11 factcrs while other Air Force officers were more rocf-

•!ve In only 7 factors. In the other three factors, nl]:"

or.- of the maintenarce subF-rouns was shown tc be r.cre peos-

t1vt than other Air Force officers. Frcm this It can te

,retu that, mainterance officers appear te have more

C'avc rable attitudes toward their Jots and should h.ave a

1 ,i.' 4 er rAte of lot satisfaction. Also, there are relatv':

ndall (Jffernce between TA' maintenance cffcerc and ot'er

,o'.and rainterance officers. T'here was only one factor,
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Work Repetition, in which there was a significant difference

between the groups. From this fact it can be concluded that

the two different maintenance organizations represerted by

TAF and other flying commands have little effect on officers'

Job attitudes.

With regard to specific factors which maintenance offi-

cers rated more negatively than their other Air Force courter-

parts (Job Related Training and Task Identity) they do not

appear to significantly affect their overall job satisfaction,

as the maintenance officers are still more satisfied than

other Air Force officers. It appears that other factors such

as Advancement/Recognition. Pride, General Organizational

Climate, etc., provide an effective counterbalance to nega-

tive factors and lead to job satIsfaction. This is supported_

by the fact that maintenance officers predict a higher prob-

ability of staying in the Air Force and have more time in -:

service than their contemporaries.

With regard to enlisted personnel, the subgroup repre-

senting the overall Air Force population is generally more

positive in their job attitudes than enlisted maintenance

personnel. Of interest however is the fact that these more

positive responses center in the areas of work group process

and work group output. In four of the nine factors the Air

Force enlisted group was significantly more positive. In the

two areas, work itself and job enrichr ent, t~c TAF anO Air

rorce enlisto(' wcre equally divided or ..:Lc1- group h3c! tl!,
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ncre positive resporses.

In comparing TA' enlisted maintenance personnel to other

.ATfO7: enlisted maintenance personnel (AFSC 431XX) it is

apparent that TAF personnel are more positive in their respon-

ses. In the factors Work Itself and Job Enrichment, TAF per-

sonnel responded sigrificantly more positively on 7 of the

12 factors. Because we are looking solely at 431XX aircraft

maintenance personnel, the reason for this attitude is most

likely TAF's use of the POMO/COM1O concept. TAF personnel,

wxth their more enriched jobs through the POiO concept, are

apparently more positive about their duties.

Recommendations

From the discussion and results of this study, the fol-

lowing recommendations are made:

1. That further studies be taken to identify ways to

increase the favorability of attitudes of enlisted maintenance

personnel in the factors related to work group process and

work group output.

2. That other 7AJCO:! maintenance staffs consider the

:.ore favcrable attitudinal respcnses for TAF enlisted main-

tonince personnel for possible inmplenentation of PO.O/CCOV0

c, rcepts in their commands.

3. That 1in UFAF and :'IAJCO.l maintenance career field

.urctional nanai-ers review the responses and related atti-

-~s to consider Job enrichent changes in organizational
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or training programs.

4. That a further study be accomplished,. includinr data I..

K.prior to 1981, to further test the hypothesis that PO>70 is

* the major reason for a si~;nificant difference In attitudes

* between TAF and other rAJCOM' maintenance personnel.
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Appendix A

Table A-i

Plumber of Respondents by Personnel Cater-ory

TAF 0TH A.F.

Off~cer 270 212 12142
Enlisted 3583 2712 64252
Civilian 32 403 24259------------------------------------

Table A-2

'ex b, Personnel Cateirory

---- TAF ---------------- 0TH --------------- A.F.----------
Mae() ernae) 'ale(% Femnale(%) :.!ale(%) Fernale(M

n = 3736 144 32071 115 80849 19429

*Off-Icer 85.2 14.8 84.C 16.0 67.6 12.4
Enlizted 97.1 2.9 97.5 2.5 87.4 12.6
Civilian 96.9 3.1 97.0 3.0 59.1 40.9
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Apfendix B ..

Table 5-1

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores Between
TAF. Other Conmand, and Other Officers (AF)

TIF 1,,ORK ITSELF

.lear, SD Subset df "

. ,re!_ rformnance Goals 2,12130 0.78
T A.: Officers 4.66 1.04 1
"ther Commard 4.67 1.00 1
-tI or Officers 4.73 0.98 1

Ta;z" Characteristics 2,12197 4.32*

7Tfi 'Ifficers 5.29 0.94 1,2
t.ier Command 5.16 1.04 1
-t her Officers 5.35 0.91, 2

Tack Autonomy 2.12226 14.1 3***
"2A"' Officers 4.88 1,16 2
Otr er Commnr'~d 4~9 1.21 2

" Cther Officers 4 .54 1.36 1
-,-

ie et itlon 2,12418 3.36,*
": ' :,,fi ers 4.34 .1 2

,'t1.,r ,Ccnuqand 4.07 1.17 1
Qtlr' Officers 4.32 1.37 2

.&:'.'r d Ter)etitive/
aa: k 2,12052 1.43

7i' Officers 2.37 1.07 1
,'. h' Command 2.43 1.00 1

Otk-er Officers 2.4 1.05 1

of 1clated Traininr 2,9852 10.97***
TA: (,fficers 4.23 1.48 1
'ti:r Conarc 4.48 i.45 1,2
't-er Officers 4.70 1.47 2

;rouT s not Jrn thc sane subset are sifnficar.tly different ;t
t, level.

L< . 1 * . . ***p<.001.
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Ar ter!2-

'able -2(cctrtiuEd()

JOB E~rv~.

ear; UL :'b 6 df,

Skill Variety 2.1249n, 2.')'-
TAY Officers 5.40 1.34 1
Cte crac 5.23 1.38 1
Oth~er Officers 5.45 1.2E 1

Task Identity 2.12466 25-77***
*TA:.' Officers 4.83 1.19 1

Other Commnand 4.84 1.34 2
Other Officers 5.2 4 1.21 2

Task Siv7nificance 2.12518 3-?7*
TAF Officers 6.0 1.23 1

*Other Comm.and ~ .( 1.39 1
Other Officers 5.7? 1.2r- 1

Job Feedtack 2,12486 2.55r
TA? Officers 4.91 1.17 1
Other Coniinar'd 4.71 1.21 1
Other Officers 4.E9 1.18 1

1"e(-( for Th-richmerit 2.12207 C
TAP Officers 6.13 0.89 2
(tf er Cormand 6.09 0.96 1
Uther Officers 6.09 0.86 1

Job :.ctivation Index 2.11414 17
TAP Officers 133.72 65.46 1
Other Cowiard 130.28 67.46 1

*Other Officers 126.20 (7.36 1

NiOT;-': oroups not In the same subset are sirnificarntly different at
the .05 level.

03 . **D4.001
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Appendix

Table B-1 (Cortinued)

W'ORK "TROUP PROCE-SS

Vean 2D Suhset (I f
I-

* 4o- r'k .u:':ort 2.12037 4.*39*
TAL' Officers 4.67 1.05 1
Other Cormand 4.73 1.10 1 I
Ot.er Officers 4.55 1.09 1

.'an.aement Supervision 2,11782 0.27
'YLAT Officers 5.32 1.45 1
OthEr Cormand 5.33 1.45 1
Other Officers 5.31 1.34 1

'u; vr: Comnunications 2,11530 3.05*

TA Officers 4.65 1.58 1

qther Command 4.79 1.54 1
Othcr Officers 4.87 1.41 1

(~Aur] C.nor rcunic tio 211644.
A'Ak Officers 5.06 1.25 1

jtl,-r Co:ad 5.07 1.20 1
, thor ,,fficers 4.88 1.2r 1

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

.....: ,roups rot ir the same subset are significantly different at
the .,5 level.

.**<_.01. ** .00
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Table B-i (Continued)

WORlK GPOUP OUTPUT

Mean SD Subset df ,. -

Pride 2,12453 0.68
TAF Officers 5.56 1.47 1
Other Command 5.42 1.47 1
Other Officers 5.48 1.39 1

- Aavancement/Recorniticn 2.11598 12-34***
-TAP Officers 4.82 1.14 2
Other Command 4.88 1.15 2

. Other Officers 4.57 1.19 1

Work Group Effectiveness 2,12080 0.33
TAF Officers 5.83 1.01 1
Other Command 5.7E 1.06 1
Other Officers 5.77 1.08 1

- Job Related Satisfaction 2,11264 057"
TAF Officers 5.39 1.14 1
Other Cornand 5.44 1.04 1
Other Officers 5.36 1.09 1

General Org Climate 2,11711 8.98**,
TAP Officers 5.42 1.2C 2
Otlher Command 5.49 1.15 2
Other Officers 5.20 1. 2" 1

--------
YOTE: Groups not in the sae subset are sig-nificantly different at
the .G5 level.
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Table B 2

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores Between
TAP, Other Com'ar~d Enlisted, and Other Enlisted iVe

op ~TEE W.OHY ITFSELF

le-n. ED Subset df

Tot) Ferformiarce -oals 21.67E73 4
TA',;-nllFrted 4.79 0.9 2

)ther Co-,T~nard 4.74 C.96 1
('tI.ei Enlisted LI73 ().98 1

Ta;-,, k2 wracteristics , 7 0 89
C/' nlisted 5.10 0.92 2

')ther Command 5.0 n3 C. 93 1-
2 tb En~listed .3 11 1K

* :r'Autonomr 2,67-394 248.12***
7 uI. 11s ted .48 1.43 2

COt~ex Corrmmana 3.41 1.3
Otfer Enlisted 3.87 1.42 3

oi'oi )-eretItion 2,69360 4a.67***
:-. nlisted 5.31 1.27 2

Othrer Comimand 57.27 1.31 2
Othr nlite 512 1.38 1

i-f - v. r iieu.etitive/
cx: ~'&~:kz2,68090 3

Ar 'rilsted 1 . .45 2
2tr Cc,,m a n d 3.37 1.4C 2
Ihe r I-,nl11-1t ed 3.21 1.41 1

* .,(c1ated Trainim- 2.66371
'.TA: 7rlisted 4.41 1.54 1

* t-rCc~nnianc: 4.43 1.56 1
Cter Fnlisted 4.48 1.58 1

* yci:: rcu-,s not in; the sar~e subs~et are sipnlf"Icbntly different 't
t y C . I Jevel.
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Apeen,' f x

Table B-2 (Cortinued)

JOB ENRICIHET

Pear SD Subset df F

Skill Variety 2,69290 14.22*.5
TAF Enlisted 4.71 1.35 2
Cthlcr Command 4.66 1.36 2
Other Erlisted 4.59 1.47 1

Ta s Identity 2.69403
TPI' Enlisted 5.09 1.16 2
OtI.er Comrand 5.00 1.16 1
Ot.-er Enlisted 5.05 1.26 1,2

Tack 2ig nificance 2,69809 3-1.4F * .*

TA.,' En]isted 5.86 1.22 3
Cther Comrand 5 79 1.25 2
Other Enlisted 5.C9 1.32 1

Job Feedback 2,69609 14.14'4***
.* TA? Enlisted 4.73 1.26 2

Other Command 4.63 2.25 2
Other Enlisted 4.77 1.29 1

'Need for Enrichment 2,67625 2
TA"'' Enlisted 5.40 1.21 i
Other Command 5.35 1.2% 1%
ether Enlisted = 4e 1.24 2

JOct ctivaticn Index 2.62704 I!2.(**
TAT' , nlisted 9C.53 9:9.05 2
* )t hr Commiand 8r.98 ,. 20 ]
* . Fr I<h I s t ed 101. 1 .31 3.61

!,CY: roups not in the sa.mre subset are sii-nif'icantly different at
the .05 level.

* .05. **L)4. 01 . *L*p. O -.
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Appendix T

Table 3-2 (Continued)

"iORKI GROUP PPOCESQSr

/ 'ean 21) Dubset (if

TAP- U-nlisted 4. 7 1. 09 1
Ct -er Cc- d4 .62 1 .09 2

( ~rPnitd4.53 1.12 1

* )ana.-ement Supervi.3ior 2,65802 2.65 I
TiA7, U-nlisted 4 .8r* 1.5p 1

flhrComrmand 4.85 1.52 1
(t or ', nlisted 4.90 1 .5F 1

':'P nllsted -3 1 .63 1
(liie Comr~arcd 4.39g 1.59 1

)t Y(r 7nl st ed 4.-53 1.64 2

* 'r-rl 'c~uri cat ic ns 2,64622 23.43***
7 ", 1nisted 4 .23 1.33 1

72t'r Conrnzand 4.33 1.28 2
I- r Ulisted 4,3 1 .3W 2

YCTYrouns net ir the same subset are si ;nificantly different at
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Appendix

Table .7-2 (Continued)

W1ORK rPOUP OUTPUT

!Iean SD Subset df 7

Pride 2,69127 0.3(
TAF Enlisted 4.94 1.58 1
Other Command 4.90 1.61 1
Other Enlisted 4.90 1.65 1

Advancement/Recognition 2,66890
TAF Enlisted 4.19 1.19 2
Other Command 4.13 1.16 1
Other Enlisted 4.27 1.20 3

Work Group Effectiveness 2,66988 2.06
TAT Enlisted 5.45 1.20 1
Other Command ,.42 1.20 1
Other Enlisted 5.47 1.25 1

Job Related Satisfaction 2,60918 51.29***
TAF Enlisted 4.77 1.23 1
Other Comrand 4.83 1.20 2
Other Enlisted 4.97 1.22 3

,,eneral Org Climate 2,'4 r560 37.q0 * * '

TAI Enlisted 4.21; 1.40 1

Ot1er Command 4.27 1.36 1
Otler Enlisted 4.42 1.40 2

!OTE: Groups not in the same subset are si nificantly different at
tYe .05 level.

,***.OCl.
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Anperrlix

Table B-3

Comparison of OAP Factor Scores Between
TAF. Other 5"AJCO4, and Other Civilians

'p THE 14ORY ITSELF

Icean S D Subset dF

* *(~i ~:o';rc fonli 2,2341190 2.6(4
?Ai~ viIn .7 2) F

(tr Commard ~ 4.86 1.01 1
O'tfher Civilians 4 . S 1.00 1

Task. Ch.aractcrilstics 2,23212 2 .17
TPOvilians 5.67 0.69 2

Other Commjand 5.2 0.96 1
* Ot~-r Civilians .3095 1

Tazk Atonory 2,23680 30.5E***
TAP7 Civilians 4.04 1.61 1
Cther Cornxrand 4.0C7 1.34 1
Ot"her Civilians 4.59 1.35 2

.cv: 2retition 2,24188 16C
ivi l~ars 1.0( 1.20 1

rl- (omniani 4-73 .1.?
(' -ji (Mi ar-; 4 .r r 1h4 j

* - cpetitive/
2,2364( 4.C

'It Cxlvi ans 3. 45r 1.46 1
'0tbr rorri-and 3.28 1.38 1

"'!> Ivilians 3. 0O 1.40 1

J~~ite~Trainrc, 2,2 195,7 05
:;: ilians 4.01 1.74 2

t h e Comm, ,a n d 4.49 1.C5 1
rbrCivliars 4 .47 1.7 1

* rOuT)3 rct in t~e ra7-'e subset are si.-ndficarntly different --t
tb ().1 level.
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Table (Cortrued

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -*-- -

*1*

---------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- -- r- --r. ---

4t

Skill Variety 2,214146 2
TfCivilians 5.55 1.11 1

*Oth-er Ccrmrands 5.13 1.22 1
Oth er Civilian~s 5.~ 1.37 1

Task Identity 2.24205
T t7 Civ-1l1ians 59 1.06 1
Other Cor-r~ar6s 5.24 1.21 1
Otlhcr Civilians 95.34 1.1.7 1

",ifV 1[nificancr! ,4 25 US
*TAF Civiliars 6 .C 0.c97 1

fldCrivilians,3 5.71 1.26 1

Jo1'cedtack 224259 2.l
SCivilians 5.33) 1 .0 1E

Ct~er Commrandh 4.9r; 1.24 1
*Otlher Civilian~s 5.06 1.-27 1

!-eed focr Enrichmert 2.23b421 13 .2C**X
TAT' Civilians 5.5 1.46 1
C Oter Comnands 5. -39 1.25 1

*Oth~er Civilians 5.70 1.1? 1

Tc..b >-otivatio. Incex 2,21628
7?Civilians 1 24 .4 2 72-.21 1

'ItV-cr Corimiands 114.5 6,2 (6. 63 1
L9~erCvilin 11.51 70.43 1

:cr(frou1.z- nct in the same~ zuhsct are :-,i-ri-icantl.y, differfrnl --t
the c25 level.
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A.T', pe r d

Table D-3 (Cortiruei)

-10OCK (I"(OUP P()CI',

Year C D Subset dI'

..: "linnort 2234 ", 3.1
T''Civilians Li~l 1.017 1

~rp' c Cowmrards 4.~ l.1c 1

:At.;mr Civilians 4 .67 1.1

* ~ en uoervisicn 2.226V4.4
-A iviliars 41. 68 l.C(

Plt r Corx~'andc 4.77 1.(( 1
'.!r Cllviliars 11 .)t 1. 64 1

*.''.Coirmuncaticn.- 2,2273 7.*3***

~r ' o-~'ands 4 .2 1 1.74l T
,tY(r CivIllans 4 .F.- 1-7, 1

* .cr,'un icat icns 2,22Th7 1.7*
'iivi liano 4. 3 1-~'

'2 Crz.r~z4.22 .4 1
* ~ ~ vl~r~4.62 i.41 J.

* *rc~ur'srct ir te src . subset are Si,-rni fcant 1, d~fferert 'if

* *level .

0,1 .



Table -3(Cortinuerli)

.. ean 'ub.-,e

?V 4

?XCivilians 5.4 1.27 1
* Otler Cor"mands 5.73 1.-36 1

rtfer Civilians 5.42 i. 4 1

*Adv-arcemtent/Reco-niticr 2 22527 K.
TA" Civiliars 3. 6C 3. 22 1
OItter Com:rands 3.58 1.28, 1

* t :'Cjvillaris 3. CO 1.34 2

TK(Zivilianc -,4-1 1 .13 2.
* (4 ~.r Ccomard.-;( 1.24 1

'1Aer Civilianz ~ ." 12

Jcb 2 clatcd Satisfaction 2,210962
T~a Civilians .3 1. 03 1
Other Commands 5.35 1.08 1
Cther Civilians 5.42 1.08, 1

C3eneral Orr_ Climnate 2.22297
* rn'-A!' Civilians 4.45 2 3

' th er Corrads 4 .5 1.37 1
* ~ 0 Other Civilians 4.79 13

10OTv 'roun:s rot in th.e sar' ibt're :rnf c!'y2ffercr'
th 0~>level.
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